REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully traverses and requests reconsideration. 

Applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for the comments in the "Response to 
Arguments" section of the office action. Applicant however respectfully submits that the claim 
language was inherent in the claims as originally filed since the claims must be read in light of 
the Specification. 

Claims 1-4, 6-7, 10, 12, 15-24, 26 and 28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Perlman et al. Applicant again wishes to thank the Examiner for the detailed 
remarks in the "Response to Arguments" section of the office action. It appears that the 
statements made therein better clarify the Examiner's position. As to claim 1, for example, the 
Examiner states that the only way to read the Perlman reference as a 102 reference on 
Applicant's claimed invention is to "consider the combination of DLE and group server 
disclosed by Perlman as the claimed secure distribution server because Perlman discloses that the 
functionalities of the DLE and group server could be implemented as one unit, i.e., in the DLE 
(column 5, lines 52-55 and column 6, lines 1-5)." (Page 5 of office action). Applicant 
respectfully notes however that column 5, lines 52-55 do not state any such disclosure and that 
column 6, lines 1-5 actually still requires that a group private key 302 be used by the DLE 1 10 to 
decrypt encrypted message 202 if it wants to. However, the Perlman reference actually disavows 
this embodiment and actually discourages use of this embodiment by further stating " This can 
greatly comprise system security if DLE 1 10 cannot be completely trusted ." (Column 6, lines 5- 
7). As such, in this embodiment, the DLE is not a "secure" distribution server as claimed but is 
actually an unsecure server since it now also has the capability of encrypting the encrypted 
message key with a group secret key and forwarding the message 105. 
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Also, Perlman only describes employing group public keys and group private keys in the 
group server and in the DLE . Applicant has amended the independent claims to note that the 
claimed public key is a non- group public key corresponding to a secure distribution server. No 
such key or mechanism for securing information as claimed is described in Perlman since 
Perlman is only directed to a group server and group key based communication. 

In addition, Applicant also respectfully submits that the office action's interpretation that 
somehow the DLE is combined with the group server is also incorrect as one unit. The Perlman 
reference appears to state that the certain functionalities may be duplicated but in doing so, it 
would greatly comprise system security. 

In addition, as to claim 4 and other claims, using the Examiner's construction, Applicant 
respectfully notes that the construction would also not make sense since in Perlman the DLE 
does not send information to itself. For example, claim 4 requires, among other things, the secret 
key is encrypted with the non-group public key of the secure distribution server to produce the 
encrypted secret key and then sending the encrypted information and encrypted secret key "to the 
secure distribution server". As such, as claimed, the operation must be performed by a different 
structure other than the secure distribution server. This is contrary to the interpretation now 
being employed that indicates that in order to anticipate Applicant's claims, the DLE and group 
server must be "implemented as one unit" (see office action, page 5). 

Applicant respectfully again notes that Perlman does not teach or suggest encrypting a 
secret key using a non-group public key corresponding to a secure distribution server, but to the 
contrary, requires the use of a group public key associated with a group server. There is no 
public key corresponding to the DLE being used to encrypt the secret key and used as otherwise 
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claimed. Because Perlman does not teach the claimed subject matter, Applicant respectfully 
submits that the rejection must be withdrawn. 

The above remarks are also respectfully reasserted with respect to the other independent 

claims. 

Claim 5 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 7,284,067 (Leigh). Claim 5 requires that the secret key is encrypted 
using a public key for each of a plurality of secure distribution servers to produce a plurality of 
secure distribution server specific encrypted secret keys . The office action cites FIG. 4a-4c and 
column 4, lines 47-51 as allegedly teaching this subject matter. However, the cited portion 
merely states that a plurality of servers arc involved in the process of encrypting and forwarding 
email messages. As set forth throughout the specification of Perlman, there is no secure 
distribution server public key that is used to encrypt the secret key in the cited portions. In fact, 
as mentioned above with respect to FIG. 4a, it is only a group recipient key that is used in the 
initial encryption of the secret key process in Perlman. Such a key is independent of the DLE 
and group server 1 14 alleged to equate with the claimed secure distribution server. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully submits that there are no public keys for each of the secure distribution 
servers in Perlman and as such, this claim is also in condition for allowance. 

The other dependent claims add additional novel and non-obvious subject matter. 

Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman in 
view of U.S. Publication No. 2002/0116606 (Gehring). Claims 13 and 25 stand rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman. Applicant respectfully reasserts the 
relevant remarks made above with respect to Perlman. 
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Also, Applicant respectfully submits that the mere forwarding and routing packets by 
nodes in the network is not equivalent to what is being claimed. Applicant respectfully notes 
that the claims cannot be parsed in such a manner as to ignore specific claim language. For 
example, in the context of claim 9 which depends on claim 1, not only is encrypted information 
received from a sender the encrypted key using a public key of the secure distribution server is 
also received. Also, the claim includes receiving the encrypted information and the encrypted 
secret key and forwarding the same to the secure distribution server without decrypting the 
encrypted secret key. Since the rejection of claim 1 attempts to equate the DLE and group server 
114 of Perlman with the claimed secure distribution server, claim 9 requires that the encrypted 
information is also forwarded to the secure distribution server. However, the teachings of 
Perlman would not allow the forwarding and routing of packets in the nodes in a network to take 
effect as alleged in the office action since Perlman in fact teaches not to send the encrypted 
message to the group server. For example, as shown in FIG. 3, all that the group server receives 
is the encrypted message key. The recipient performs the decryption and receives the encrypted 
message. As such, blindly including the forwarding and routing of packets as alleged in the 
office action to that of Perlman would materially change the operation of Perlman which as 
admitted in Perlman "can greatly compromise the system security" (see column 6, lines 1-8). 
Applicant respectfully submits that the combination as alleged is incompatible with the teachings 
of Perlman and as such, the claims are in condition for allowance. 

Claims 11 and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Perlman in view of Chen. Applicant respectfully reasserts the relevant remarks made above with 
respect to Perlman and as such, these claims are also in condition for allowance. 
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Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman in 
view of Bouchard et al. Applicant respectfully reasserts the relevant remarks made above with 
respect to Perlman and as such, this claim is also in condition for allowance. The claim also adds 
additional novel and non-obvious subject matter. 

Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman in 
view of U.S. Publication No. 2003/0007645 (Ofir). Applicant respectfully reasserts the relevant 
remarks made above with respect to Perlman and as such, this claim is also in condition for 
allowance. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the below-listed attorney if the Examiner believes that a 

telephone conference will advance the prosecution of this application. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: May 27. 2008 By: /Christopher J. Reckamp/ 

Christopher J. Reckamp 
Registration No. 34,414 

Vedder Price P.C. 
222 N. LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
PHONE: (312)609-7599 
FAX: (312)609-5005 
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